It is believed that the basic component of the central engine of quasars, microquasars, and energetic Gamma Ray Bursts is the rotating or the Kerr Black Holes (BH) [1] . But by using a generic property [2] [3] [4] of the metric components of a stationary axisymmertic rotating metric in its standard form, namely, g φφ = sin 2 θg θθ , where θ and φ are the polar and azimuth angle respectively, we have found the unexpected and surprising result that (i) in order to have a mass of a Kerr BH m ≥ 0, it is necessary that its rotation parameter a = 0 and if one insists for an a ≥ 0, one must have m ≤ 0! Thus if the suspected Black Hole candidates with m > 0 are really rotating they cannot be BHs at all which is in agreement with some detailed analysis of recent observations [5] [6] [7] [8] . However, if it is assumed that such objects are strictly non-rotating, they could be non-rotating Schwarzschild BHs (a = 0) with m ≥ 0. This result calls for new theoretical efforts to understand a vast range of astrophysical phenomenon. Note that our result depends purely on the symmetry properties of any stationary axisymmetric metric and hence cannot but be correct irrespective of our strong faith in the existence of finite mass Kerr BHs.
To describe the axially symmetric stationary Kerr spacetime or any other axially symmetric stationary spacetime, it is convenient to consider x 0 = t, the time coordinate, and x 1 = φ, the azimuth angle. By definition, for such a spacetime, the metric coefficients are independent of t and φ:
Further for a spacetime rotating with increasing φ, it is also required that the spacetime is invariant under simultaneous inversion of of t and φ, i.e, under the transformation t → −t and φ → −φ [2] [3] [4] . This demands that
This brings the metric in the following form:
Further, this form of a metric remains unchanged under a coordinate transformation of the form[2-4]
The above constraints, in turn, imply additional constraints on the metric, and in particular, if we choose spherical polar coordinates with x 2 = r and 
and
so that eventually the metric is of the form
This form of the metric , known as the Standard Form, simplifies the Einstein equations considerably and is widely used for studies of rotating compact objects [9] and stationary axially symmetric rotating wormholes [10] and above all, the rotating black holes [1] . The Kerr metric, in the so-called Boyer and Lindquist [1] coordinate has also this Standard Form:
Here m is the mass of the Kerr BH, a is the angular momentum per unit mass and
It is easily seen that Eq. (8) is in the form of Eq. (7) where all cross terms except the one containing dφdt are 0 and where
Now by applying the generic property expressed by Eq.(6), applicable to all metrics in the Standard Form, to the Kerr metric in Boyer Lindquist form, i.e, by combining Eqs. (6), (10) and (11), we obtain
In the foregoing Eq., by first cancelling sin 2 θ from both sides, then using Eq. (9) on the R.H.S., then transposing and finally using the identity sin 2 θ + cos 2 θ = 1, it follows that
The Eq.(13) tells that either
or, Newman and Janis [11] derived the Kerr metric by starting from the Schwarzschild form in a method which is "curious" as admitted by themselves. Recall that the radial variable appearing in the Schwarzschild metric R is very much a real quantity and is in fact a scalar too. Newman and Janis first effected a coordinate transformation of the form:
where r is allowed to be a complex variable. After this, they introduced another transformation of the form
where r ′ is seen to be the radial coordinate of the Kerr metric. In effect, Newman and Janis assumed that as if r ′ were a real variable. But a careful consideration would convince that no physically allowed coordinate transformation can transform a purely real variable into a complex one and thus r must be a real variable under physically admissible transformations. Consequently r ′ can truly be a real variable iff a = 0 which is our Eq. (14) . In fact Newman and Janis admitted that On the other hand, Chandrasekhar [12] derived the Kerr metric by starting with a general axisymmetric stationary metric of the form (7) (but in cylindrical coordinates), and one may wonder why such a general approach too should eventually lead to apparent incongruities like Eqs. (13) (14) . While deriving the Kerr metric, Chandrasekhar not only used the justified condition that for an empty spacetime, energy momentum = 0, but he also assumed beforehand that the resultant vacuum spacetime must contain an Event Horizon (EH), mathematically, a "null surface" spanned by two Killing vectors corresponding to φ and t symmetries. This is in contrast to the derivation of the vacuum Schwarzschild metric where one does not, beforehand, force the existence of any EH and where the EH arises on its own. This suggests that while a spherically symmetric vacuum spacetime does allow the existence of an EH for m ≥ 0 (as long as we ignore associated physical problems) a stationary axisymmetric vacuum spacetime does not do so even when we consider only mathematical symmetry arguments (as long as we insist for m ≥ 0). If there would be a Kerr BH with m > 0, as noted by Carter [13] , there would be very severe violation of causality for the internal solutions because of the occurrence of non-removable closed timelike curves in regions of finite positive r. Consequently, he noted that there would be a "breakdown of general relativity" and "the whole theory might have to be abandoned". But we see here that there is no "breakdown of general relativity" and the apparent "breakdown" was either due to pretentious mathematical "trics" or because of undue assumptions. So what need to be "abandoned" are such aspects rather than "the whole theory".
Our result is probably in conformity with Mach's principle in that for a purely empty spacetime, rotation cannot be meaningfully defined. It is also in definite agreement with the recent detection of ultra-relativistic flow with bulk Lorentz facor (≥ 10) from the Cir X-1, an object without an EH but with strong intrinsic magnetic field [14] . The latter aspect is again in conformity with interpretation of recent observations of black hole candidates [5] [6] [7] [8] : the so-called Black Hole Candidates do possess intrinsic magnetic fields which the astrophysical BHs cannot and hence the BH candidates are not BHs.
